
From: Morris, Cris@Waterboards
To: Stuber, Robyn; Denton, Debra
Cc: Cuevas, Veronica@Waterboards
Subject: County San data set
Date: Thursday, April 02, 2015 4:04:46 PM
Attachments: Pomona WRP Effluent Toxicity TRE Final Report July 2014.pdf
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Item 15_NPDES -JOS San Jose Creek change sheet PPt_20150402 short.pptx

In the process of reviewing the TRE reports for Pomona, Saugus and Valencia, I was amazed at how
 many tests had problems.  I put together a spreadsheet to keep track of it all.  At the bottom of the
 spreadsheet in yellow is my accounting.  The data set that I had trouble with was for Pomona.  I
 think the 10/15/2013 and the 12/17/2013 results are questionable.  Since I have added a slide to
 the San Jose change sheet presentation, I want to make sure that I am correct.  Per my spreadsheet,
 30% of the results had issues.
 
Would it be possible to look at the 10/15 and 12/17 results and let me know if they are correct?  If
 there are any problems with any of the other ones, I would appreciate knowing that as well.  I think
 these reports are incomplete, so it is difficult for me to resolve whether there are any problems.
 
Thank you for your help.
Cris
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#3044174 
 


      
 July 22, 2014 
        File No. 21-17.01-55 


Via Electronic Mail 
Mr. Samuel Unger 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
   Los Angeles Region 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA  90013 
 
Dear Mr. Unger, 


PomonaWRP Effluent Toxicity TRE Final Report 
 


The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the final TRE Report for the Pomona Water 
Reclamation Plant (WRP) addressing the final effluent accelerated testing and TRE triggers observed in 
October 2013 and January 2014, respectively. Although we were unable to determine the specific cause 
of the observed toxicity, we were able to conclude that ammonia, non-polar organics (e.g. pyrethroid or 
organophosphate pesticides), surfactants, and suspended solids were not contributors. Furthermore, all 
Pomona WRP samples tested since March 20, 2014 have been identified as non-toxic. Based on these 
findings and the procedures specified in the Pomona WRP Initial Investigation TRE Workplan, routine 
chronic toxicity testing was resumed in May 2014. A complete report containing details of all of the 
specific toxicity testing conducted and other evaluations is attached. 


 
If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact Ann Heil 


directly at (562) 908-4288, extension 2803. 
 


 Very truly yours,   
 Grace Robinson Hyde 


        Ann T. Heil 
        Supervising Engineer 


Technical Services Department 
ATH:PM:lmb 
Attachments 
cc:  Cris Morris and Veronica Cuevas , CRWQCB – Los Angeles Region 



lburgess

Heil







POMONA WRP 
Final Effluent Chronic Toxicity 


Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Pomona Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Workplan was triggered in January 
2014 in response to the observation of an exceedance of 1.0 TUc in two of nine chronic toxicity 
accelerated tests on Pomona Water Reclamation Plant (Pom-WRP) final (dechlorinated tertiary) 
effluent. Table 1 lists all toxicity testing activity conducted as part of this TRE. 
 
Table 1. Pom-WRP TRE/TIE Activity Summary 


Sample Date Bioassay Activity Results Table 


01/27/2014 
Initiated TRE test #1 on 01/28/2014 Table 6 
Initiated Phase I TIE on 02/06/2014 Table 7 


Initiated follow-up manipulation on 03/04/2014 Table 8 


02/19/2014 
Initiated TRE test #2 on 02/20/2014 Table 6 
Initiated Phase I TIE on 03/04/2014 Table 9 


Initiated follow-up manipulations on 03/20/2014 Table 10 
03/20/2014 Initiated TRE test #3 on 03/20/2014 Table 6 
04/02/2014 Initiated TRE test #4 on 04/03/2014 Table 6 
04/16/2014 Initiated TRE test #5 on 04/17/2014 Table 6 


 
TRE test #1 was acutely toxic, exhibiting an 80% effect relative to the control. A Phase I TIE was initiated 
on 02/06/2014, along with additional manipulations specific to identifying pesticide toxicity. The TIE 
baseline (01/27/2014 TRE sample) was non-toxic (i.e. toxicity was not persistent). Furthermore, TIE 
results were inconclusive; there was no pattern of results suggestive of toxicity from any one class of 
compounds.  
 
Although no statistically significant toxicity was observed in TRE test #2, it exceeded our TRE Workplan 
threshold for TIE follow-up of 25%. Upon retest, the Phase I TIE baseline (02/19/2014 TRE sample) 
exhibited statistically significant survival and reproduction effects. The toxicity was pH mitigated and 
appeared to be caused by a polar, non-volatile, non-particulate associated, ionic compound. Although 
we were unable to determine what the cause of toxicity was, we were able to determine some 
compounds that were not the cause of toxicity including ammonia, non-polar organics (e.g. pyrethroid 
or organophosphate pesticides), surfactants, and suspended solids. All Pom-WRP samples since March 
20, 2014 have been identified as non-toxic. Based on these findings and the procedures specified in the 
Pom-WRP Initial Investigation TRE Workplan, chronic toxicity testing resumed at regular monitoring 
frequencies in May 2014. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Pomona Water Reclamation Plant (Pom-WRP) final effluent exceeded a monthly median chronic 
toxicity trigger of 1.0 TUc for the month of September 2013. One multi-concentration toxicity test using 
Ceriodaphnia dubia was initiated on September 12, 2013 using 24-hour composite samples as described 
in Table 2. Toxicity was observed and was confined to only the sub-lethal (reproduction) endpoint. A 







complete report was submitted as part of the September 2013 Pom-WRP Monthly Monitoring Report 
(see Appendix A for the complete report and Appendix B for the chain of custody forms) and a summary 
of results is contained in Table 3.   
 
Table 2. Monthly Median Bioassay Sample Detail 


Test # Test Date Sample Dates 


Pom-WRP #1 09/12/2013 
09/10-09/11/2013 
09/13-09/14/2013 
09/15-09/16/2013 


 
Table 3. Pom-WRP Monthly Median Results  


Test # TEST 
DATE Endpoint NOEC TUc EC/IC25 


(95% CI) 


% EFFECT IN 
100% SAMPLE 


(95% CI) 


Pom-WRP #1 09/12/2013 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 0% (N/A) 


Reproduction 75% 1.3 >100% (N/A) 16.6% (5.9 to 27.5) 
Note: Bold face indicates statistically significant effects. 
 
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) immediately implemented accelerated chronic 
toxicity testing beginning October 3, 2013 and concluding January 20, 2014. Complete reports for the 
accelerated Pom-WRP chronic toxicity tests were submitted as part of the October 2013 through 
January 2014 Pom-WRP Monthly Monitoring Reports (see Appendix A for the complete reports and 
Appendix B for the chain of custody forms) and are summarized below in Table 4.  
 
Table 4. Pom-WRP Accelerated Monitoring Results 


Accelerated 
Monitoring 


Test # 


TEST 
DATE Endpoint NOEC TUc EC/IC25 


(95% CI) 


% EFFECT IN 
100% SAMPLE 


(95% CI) 


Accelerated #1 10/3/2013 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 0% (N/A) 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) -4.9% (-9.8 to 0.1) 


Accelerated #2 10/15/2013 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 10.0% (-9.6 to 29.6) 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 9.5% (-8.2 to 27.1) 


Accelerated #3 10/29/2013 Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 0% (N/A) 
Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) -20.5% (-48.8 to 7.8) 


Accelerated #4 11/12/2013 
Survival 100% 1.0 93.8% (78.1 to >100) 30.0% (0.1 to 59.9) 


Reproduction 25% 4.0 93.2% (81.3 to >100) 27.8% (8.7 to 47.0) 


Accelerated #51 11/26/2013 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 0% (N/A) 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) -10.3% (-28.3 to 7.7) 


Accelerated #61 12/10/2013 Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 0% (N/A) 
Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) -30.4% (-40.2 to -20.6) 


Accelerated #71 12/17/2013 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) -11.1% (N/A) 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) -32.0% (-40.4 to -23.6) 


Accelerated #82 
12/31/2013 


Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A)3 -11.1% (N/A)3 
Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A)3 -24.6% (-33.3 to -16.0)3 


Accelerated #82 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A)4 -11.1% (N/A)4 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A)4 -38.4% (-47.9 to -28.9)4 


Accelerated #92 01/14/2014 
Survival 100% 1.0 >100% (N/A) 0% (N/A) 


Reproduction 75% 1.3 >100% (N/A) 9.8% (5.3 to 14.2) 







Notes:        Bold face indicates statistically significant effects. 
1. Test conducted by Aquatic Testing Laboratories (ATL). 
2. Test conducted by Pacific EcoRisk (PER) 
3. PER analyses excluding outliers. 
4. PER analyses including outliers. 


 
Districts’ staff initiated the approved Pom-WRP Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) 
Workplan in response to the original exceedance and subsequent accelerated monitoring results. TRE 
sampling began on January 27, 2014.  Subsequent attempts were made to conduct TRE sampling bi-
weekly. 
 
INFORMATION AND DATA ACQUISITION 
 
Background 
 
The Pom-WRP is a tertiary wastewater reclamation plant with a design flow capacity of 15 MGD. The 
plant design, including maximum and minimum hydraulic loading capacity and pollutant loading capacity 
is reported with the annual supplemental report information disk. This plant utilizes 
nitrification/denitrification (NDN) treatment. On June 4, 2009, the Regional Board adopted Board Order 
No. R4-2009-0076 (NPDES No. CA0053619) for the Pom-WRP. These NPDES waste discharge 
requirements include over 8,200 numeric limitations, which must be met each year based on 
quantitative results of final effluent and receiving water sampling and analysis. Historically, the Pom-
WRP successfully meets over 99% of applicable numeric limits. 
 
Effluent Toxicity Data 
 
All toxicity test results were stringently evaluated for compliance with test acceptability criteria, 
laboratory QA/QC, and other protocol required data evaluations and no abnormal toxicity test 
parameters were observed.  
 
The toxicity data QA/QC review included: 


a.) An evaluation of the associated QA/QC data, including: reference toxicant results and control 
chart limits, anomalies in organism response, and recommended testing parameters 
(temperature, DO, pH, salinity, and light levels) 


b.) An evaluation of sample log-in and chain of custody sheets for proper sample holding times and 
temperature maintenance 


c.) A confirmation that dilution water was prepared and used prior to expiration according to 
appropriate protocols, and that all water chemistry measurements within range (hardness, 
alkalinity, and conductivity 


d.) A cross check of the double entered biological data and a confirmation that statistical analyses 
were conducted correctly, as specified in the appropriate USEPA protocol   


e.) A confirmation that all other test acceptability requirements were met 
 


 
All available analytical data collected on the tested samples was reviewed and is presented in Table 5. 
This review included a thorough QA/QC review of all data from September 2012 – September 2013. No 
relationship was found between water quality characteristics (pH, DO, ammonia, temperature, 







conductivity, alkalinity, and hardness) and toxicity. No temporal (weekly, monthly, or seasonal) patterns 
in toxicity were observed. The observed water chemistry values were consistent with historic values; 
values greater than two standard deviations of the previous two-year mean (August  2011 – August 
2013) are italicized. 
  
 
 
 
Table 5. Sample collection and water quality characteristic information for September 2013 monthly 
median test, accelerated monitoring, and TRE tests. 


SAMPLE DATE HARDNESS 
(mg/L as CaCO3) 


ALKALINITY 
(mg/L) 


CONDUCTIVITY 
(µmhos/cm) 


Ammonia 
(mg/L-N) 


Historic Data (August 2011 – August 2013) 
Mean 211 164 935 1.66 


+2 Standard Dev. 238 185 1025 2.84 
-2 Standard Dev. 184 142 846 0.46 


September 2013 Monthly Monitoring Test #1 – Initiated 09/12/2013 
09/11/2013 212 153 949 N/A 
09/14/2013 209 163 851 N/A 
09/16/2013 209 159 860 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #1 – Initiated 10/03/2013 
10/02/2013 215 185 1030 N/A 
10/04/2013 211 168 1010 N/A 
10/07/2013 205 157 972 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #2 – Initiated 10/15/2013 
10/14/2013 210 162 1000 N/A 
10/16/2013 206 165 992 N/A 
10/18/2013 204 165 987 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #3 – Initiated 10/29/2013 
10/28/2013 210 156 994 N/A 
10/30/2013 209 163 1020 N/A 
11/01/2013 211 170 988 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #4 – Initiated 11/12/2013 
11/11/2013 210 158 998 N/A 
11/13/2013 219 156 1000 N/A 
11/15/2013 221 172 1050 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #51 – Initiated 11/26/2013 
11/25/2013 219 165 998 N/A 
11/27/2013 216 162 895 N/A 
11/29/2013 220 172 916 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #61 – Initiated 12/10/2013 
12/09/2013 225 165 981 N/A 
12/11/2013 212 160 962 N/A 
12/13/2013 212 158 981 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #71 – Initiated 12/17/2013 
12/16/2013 216 167 992 N/A 
12/18/2013 238 162 1060 N/A 
12/20/2013 206 163 980 N/A 







Accelerated Monitoring Test #82 – Initiated 12/31/2013 
12/30/2013 230 174 1090 N/A 
01/02/2013 214 157 1020 N/A 
01/03/2014 214 154 994 N/A 


Accelerated Monitoring Test #92 – 01/14/2014 
01/13/2014 212 161 964 N/A 
01/15/2014 212 162 976 N/A 
01/17/2014 214 163 1030 N/A 


TRE Test #1 – Initiated 01/28/2014 
01/27/2014 208 166 946 N/A 


TRE Test #2 – Initiated 02/20/2014 
02/19/2014 202 170 909 1.3 


TRE Test #3 – Initiated 03/20/2014 
03/20/2014 274 225 994 1.7 


TRE Test #4 – Initiated 04/03/2014 
04/02/2014 212 174 945 2.0 


TRE Test #5 – Initiated 04/17/2014 
04/16/2014 214 168 991 2.72 


Notes: 
1. Test conducted by Aquatic Testing Laboratories (ATL) 
2. Test conducted by Pacific EcoRisk (PER) 
3. Italicized type indicates value is greater than 2 standard deviations from historical mean. 


 
 
 
Facility Performance Evaluation 


 
Monthly and annual reports for Pom-WRP provide a comprehensive report of compliance with 
applicable effluent limitations, monitoring data and special conditions observed during the monitoring 
period. The Pom-WRP treatment process during the time of sample collection (monthly median testing 
through TRE monitoring) was evaluated in order to determine if any deficiencies in the treatment 
process and/or influent characteristics were occurring that might have contributed to the toxicity. This 
evaluation included: 
 
 Facility Performance: 


i) Treatment deficiencies 
ii) Operations staff examination of daily operations data and process side stream 


operations. Specific parameters include:  influent loading, effluent quality, process 
control parameters, process chemical usage, and any noted industrial discharge events. 


 
 
Appendix C provides a summary of conventional operations data for Pom-WRP. This includes: 
biochemical oxygen demand, chemical oxygen demand, suspended solids, and pH in the influent and 
effluent as well as turbidity, ammonia, and residual chlorine in the effluent only. The available data were 
analyzed and the average, minimum, maximum, and the standard deviation of the Pom-WRP historical 
data through 2013 are presented. These data will be used as a baseline against which comparisons can 
be made to assess "normal operations". A constituent was considered to be within the “normal” range if 







it is within plus or minus two standard deviations of the average. All operational data was compiled and 
reviewed by Districts’ WRP engineers and no unusual or noteworthy occurrences were associated with 
toxicity sampling dates. 
 
 
TOXICITY REDUCTION EVALUATION (TRE) SAMPLING 
 
As specified in the TRE plan, Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs) are conducted to aid in determining 
the causative agent(s) for any observed toxicity if not identified during the initial TRE steps. Five Pom-
WRP final effluent 24-hour composite samples were evaluated for chronic toxicity using Ceriodaphnia 
dubia between January and April 2014. Two of the five tests (TRE samples #1 and 2) exhibited significant 
toxicity (i.e. ≥ 25% effect at critical concentration). See Table 6 for a complete summary of TRE sample 
toxicity results. TIEs were conducted for each toxic TRE sample following the USEPA Ceriodaphnia dubia 
survival and reproduction protocol1 and using Phase I TIE procedures outlined in the USEPA Phase I TIE 
Manual2. TIE results and, if necessary, explanations are presented in Tables 7 – 10. 
 
 
Table 6. Pom-WRP TRE Testing Results 


TRE Test # TEST 
DATE Endpoint NOEC TUc 


% EFFECT IN           
100% SAMPLE 


(95% CI) 


Pom TRE#1 01/28/2014 
Survival <100% >1.0 80.0% (53.9 to 100) 


Reproduction <100% >1.0 81.8% (60.3 to 100) 


Pom TRE#2 02/20/2014 
Survival 100% 1.0 30.0% (0.1 to 59.9) 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 10.0% (-22.3 to 42.2) 


Pom TRE#3 03/20/2014 Survival 100% 1.0 0% (N/A) 
Reproduction 100% 1.0 0.3% (-16.1 to 16.8) 


Pom TRE#4 04/03/2014 Survival 100% 1.0 20.0% (-6.1 to 46.1) 
Reproduction 100% 1.0 17.9% (-5.9 to 41.8) 


Pom TRE#5 04/17/2014 
Survival 100% 1.0 0% (N/A) 


Reproduction 100% 1.0 -0.8% (-9.3 to 7.7) 
Notes:  Bold face indicates significant effects (i.e. % effect > 25%). 
  


                                                 
1 USEPA. 2002. Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
Freshwater Organisms. Fourth Edition. EPA/821/R-02/013. Office of Water. Washington, DC. 
2 USEPA. 1992. Toxicity Identification Evaluation: Characterization of Chronically Toxic Effluents, Phase I. 
EPA/600/6-91/005F. Office of Research and Development. Duluth, MN. 







Table 7. Pom-WRP TRE #1 – TIE Set 02/06/2014 


Treatment 


Sample 
Control Pom-WRP 


Survival 
(%) 


Reproduction 
(Mean Count) 


Survival Reproduction 


% Alive % Effect1 Mean 
Count % Effect1 


No Manipulation 100% 29.4 100% 0% 30.1 -2.4% 
50 ppb PBO 100% 32.4 90% 10% 21.3 34.3% 
8 ppm EDTA 100% 28.4 100% 0% 25.0 12.0% 
25 ppm STS 100% 26.8 100% 0% 27.1 -1.1% 


pH 7.0 (CO2 Chamber) 100% 31.1 20% 80% 2.5 92.0% 
Filtration 100% 31.8 100% 0% 29.0 8.8% 
Aeration 100% 36.0 100% 0% 39.0 -8.3% 


C18 Solid Phase Extraction (SPE) 100% 29.8 90% 10% 28.8 3.4% 
pH 11 + Filtration 100% 24.9 100% 0% 22.9 8.0% 


Bovine Serum Albumin (BSA) 90% 25.2 90% 0% 21.5 14.7% 
Esterase 100% 31.1 80% 20% 22.2 28.6% 


Notes:  
1. Percent effect relative to comparably manipulated control. 


 
Toxicity degraded between the initial test date (01/28/14) and initiation of the TIE (02/06/2014). 
Although significant mortality was observed in the pH 7.0 manipulation, the observation of depressed 
pH (6.6 minimum) indicates that the toxicity may have been an artifact from manipulating the pH (i.e. 
CO2 toxicity). 
 
 
Table 8. Pom-WRP TRE #1 –  TIE Set 03/04/14 


Treatment 


Sample 
Control Pom-WRP 


Survival 
(%) 


Reproduction 
(Mean Count) 


Survival Reproduction 


% Alive % Effect1 Mean 
Count % Effect1 


Cubitainer Rinse (MeOH) 100% 18.3 30% 70% 1.9 89.6% 
Notes:  
1. Percent effect relative to comparably manipulated control. 


 
The recovery of toxicity via a container rinse suggests the presence of non-polar toxicant(s). 
 
  







Table 9. Pom-WRP TRE #2 – TIE Set 03/04/2014 


Treatment 


Sample 
Control Pom-WRP 


Survival 
(%) 


Reproduction 
(Mean Count) 


Survival Reproduction 


% Alive % Effect1 Mean 
Count % Effect1 


No Manipulation 100% 25.3 60% 40% 16.3 35.6% 
8 ppm EDTA 100% 25.9 30% 70% 7.3 71.8% 
25 ppm STS 100% 25.7 20% 80% 5.1 80.2% 


pH 7.0 90% 16.7 90% 0% 20.2 -21.0% 
Filtration 100% 23.4 40% 60% 10.9 53.4% 
Aeration 100% 23.9 20% 80% 5.5 77.0% 


SPE 100% 23.9 30% 70% 7.4 69.0% 
Notes:  
1. Percent effect relative to comparably manipulated control. 


 
Toxicity was still present in the TRE #2 - TIE baseline; the no manipulation sample exhibited a 40% 
survival effect relative to the control. The pH 7.0 (CO2 chamber) manipulation reduced the toxicity, while 
all other manipulations increased the toxicity. These results suggest that the toxicant(s) may be polar, 
non-volatile, non-particulate associated, and able to be mitigated by pH. Without additional data, pH 
mitigated toxicity is difficult to interpret as pH adjustment can alter the toxicodynamics of many 
compound. Shifts in pH may affect the toxicity of acidic and basic compounds, shift ionic compounds to 
more volatile or precipitant forms, affect metal speciation and precipitation, or affect the ionization 
state of polar toxicants making them more or less volatile3. 
 
 
Table 10. Pom-WRP TRE #2 – TIE Set 03/20/2014 


Treatment 


Sample 
Control Pom-WRP 


Survival 
(%) 


Reproduction 
(Mean Count) 


Survival Reproduction 


% Alive % Effect1 Mean 
Count % Effect1 


No Manipulation 100% 28.6 100% 0% 31.2 -9.1% 
Anion Exchange Column (XL-A) 100% 31.2 100% 0% 17.0 45.5% 


Weal Anion Exchange Column (XL-AW) 100% 28.0 100% 0% 19.4 30.7% 
Cation Exchange Column (XL-C) 100% 23.4 100% 0% 24.8 -6.0% 


pH 7.0 (MOPS) 80% 25.1 100% -25% 34.4 -37.1% 
pH 7.0 (CO2) 100% 23.0 100% 0% 28.3 -23.0% 


Notes:  
1. Percent effect relative to comparably manipulated control. 


 
Toxicity degraded between TRE #2 – Phase I TIE (03/04/2014) and initiation of the secondary 
manipulations (03/20/2014). 
                                                 
3 Norberg-King, TJ. et al. Toxicity Reduction and Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE) for Effluents, Ambient 
Waters and Other Aqueous Media. Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) Forum: What Works, what Doesn’t and 
Developments for Effluents, Ambient Waters and Other Aqueous Media, Pensacola Beach, FL, June 23-28, 2001. TJ 
Norberg-King (ed.), SETAC Special Symposium Publication. Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, 
Pensacola, FL, 01-455, (2005). 







DISUSSION 
 
The toxicity observed in the Pom-WRP final effluent appears to have been sporadic and transient in 
nature. Of the two toxic TRE baseline bioassays, neither resulted in a conclusive TIE. One sample was 
non-toxic upon retest (i.e. toxicity degraded) and in another the observed toxicity was pH mitigated and 
appeared to be caused by a polar, non-volatile, non-particulate associated, ionic compound. All Pom-
WRP samples since March 20, 2014 have been identified as non-toxic. Based on these findings and the 
procedures specified in the Pom-WRP Initial Investigation TRE Workplan, chronic toxicity testing 
resumed at regular monitoring frequencies in May 2014. 
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		Facility		Monitoring Station		Monthly median triggered						Accelerated Testing				TRE Testing				Resumed routine monitoring		# of Days Between the Trigger and Resuming Routine Monitoring		Findings of the TRE/TIE

												Date		Result (Tuc)		Date		Result (Tuc)

		Pomona WRP		EFF-001		9/12/2013
1.3 Tuc
9/26/2013
Invalid		9/12/13				10/3/2013
10/15/2013
10/29/2013
11/12/2013 
11/26/2013
12/10/2013
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12/31/2013
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		5/1/14		231		9/26/2013 test was invalid due to invalid concurrent reference toxicant test.
10/15/2013 50% result doesn't look like it was included.
12/31/2013 Replicate data missing with no notes.
Permittee conducted 9 accelerated tests instead of 6, which delayed the initiation of the TRE.  "Toxicity degraded between the initial TRE test date (1/28/2014) and initiation of the TIE (2/6/2014). No TIE reports for 1/28/2014 sample. The TRE Report was submitted on 7/23/2014, but the results of the TIE were inconclusive and the cause of toxicity could not be determined.
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1		6/10/14		299		8/2/2013: Excluded one replicate due to technician error.
8/15/2013: Misapplication of lower PMSD.
8/20/2013: Excluded one replicate due to technician error.
9/5/2013: Invalid due to inconclusive dose response. Later determined problem with dilution water filter.
11/19/2013: Invalid due to contaminated dilution water
4/3/2014: Invalid due to failure to meet Test Acceptability Criteria (temp deviation >3oC)
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2/11/2014
2/25/2014
4/15/2014
5/1/2014
5/13/2014		1
1
>1
1
>1
1		6/10/14		256		Permittee conducted and reported 8 accelerated tests instead of 6, which delayed the initiation of the TRE. 
10/22/2013 results based on 9 replicates since 1 replicate at 75% was excluded due to technician error. Data not included in report. 
11/5/2013 response at 50% invalidated due to concentration response review, but no specifics provided..
11/19/2013 results for 75% were considered anomalous due to concentration response review. Tests on 11/19/2013 and 11/26/2013 were determined to be invalid due to contamination in hard dilution water.  This was confirmed by the contract laboratory ATL, whose results were also invalid.. 
The TRE Report was submitted on  8/28/2014, but the results of the 
Per the TRE report, TRE testing continued on 4/15/2014, but that toxicity was determined to be absent in the next 3 consecutive TRE tests. (But 5/1/2014 result was >1).
TIE were inconclusive and the cause of toxicity could not be determined.

				TRE test results indicated that the effluent from all 3 plants reacted in a similar manner and that the toxicity was enhanced when certain reagents were added.



				Invalid				7				0.1346153846		52

				excluded 1 replicate				4				0.0769230769

				Incorrect  result or missing justification				5				0.0961538462

				Total				16						0.3076923077
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    Good morning, Chair Stringer, Members of the Board:  My name is Cris Morris.  I am the Chief of the Municipal Permitting Unit.   Also present with me today are Elizabeth Erickson and Veronica Cuevas.

    Item 15 is continuation for consideration of Waste Discharge Requirements and NPDES permit discharge of tertiary treated wastewater from the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant.  As you know, I presented the issues of the Revised Tentative permit for San Jose at the March Board meeting.  The only issue that we did not resolve at that time was the request from the Discharger to add language to the permit that the Regional Water Board would refrain from taking enforcement action based on exceedances of the chronic toxicity limits during accelerated monitoring and Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) and Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) implementation.  Due to your concerns about the contents of the language proposed by the Discharger in the change sheet, Deb Smith worked with EPA and the County Sanitation Districts to formulate a plan to issue a Time Schedule Order  during the TIE/TRE implementation.  



Chronic Toxicity Accelerated Monitoring and Toxicity Identification Evaluation

ACCELERATED MONITORING

 INCLUDES 4 TESTS CONDUCTED AT 2 WEEK INTERVALS OVER AN 8 WEEK PERIOD USING THE 5-CONCENTRATION TEST DESIGN AND REPORTED IN BOTH TST "PASS" OR "FAIL“ FOR COMPLIANCE, AND EC25  FOR TIE/TRE 



EXCEEDANCE OF MONTHLY MEDIAN EFFLUENT LIMITATION “FAIL”

ALL 4 TESTS “PASS”

1 TEST RESULTS IN "FAIL" 

RESUME ROUTINE MONITORING

ACCELERATED MONITORING 

INCLUDES 6 TESTS CONDUCTED APPROXIMATELY EVERY 7 DAYS OVER A 6-WEEK PERIOD

2 OF THE ACCELERATED MONITORING  TESTS EXCEED 1.0 TUc

AT LEAST 5 OF THE 6 TESTS RESULT IN TUc = 1.0

EXCEEDANCE OF MONTHLY MEDIAN EFFLUENT LIMITATION

TUc > 1

NOEC: Existing Permits

TST: New Permits – 2014/2015

INITIATE TRE/TIE

RESUME ROUTINE MONITORING

INITIATE TRE/TIE
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JOS Effluent TRE/TIE Test Periods


Facility/

Trigger Date	

Pomona

9/12/2013



Saugus

8/15/2013



Valencia

9/27/2013

 



Accelerated

Monitoring



9 tests





4 tests











10 tests





Overall Duration



231 days



299 days





256 days



TRE Testing





Jan-Apr 2014

5 tests



Sept 2013 – 

May 2014

11 tests



Jan-May 2014

6 tests







				Date of Trigger
		Accelerated Monitoring		TRE Testing		Overall Duration
(days)		Notes:

		Pomona		9/12/2013		10/3/2013 thru
1/14/2014 
(9 tests)		1/28/2014 thru 4/17/2014
(5 tests)		231		1/28 test exceeded 1 Tuc, but no test results presented. Results inconclusive.

		Saugus		8/20/2013								

		Valencia										























































































































































































































































































































































































































































The San Jose Creek facility has reasonable potential  based on individual toxicity test results that were greater than 1 TUc. Although accelerated monitoring was conducted for the San Jose plants, no TRE/TIE tests were reported.  This slide indicates the amount of time that it took to conduct these toxicity identification /reduction evaluation studies at other JOS plants. The testing for the Los Coyotes plant took the longest time since the testing had a fair number of “invalid” results.

The results of these effluent and receiving water toxicity studies, however, were inconclusive and the source of the toxicity was not identified. 

3



JOS Effluent Toxicity Test Summary
Based on 52 monthly median, accelerated monitoring and TIE characterization tests:



7, or more than 13% of the results are “Invalid”

4, or almost 8% of the results excluded a set of replicates

5 included incorrect results, or about 10 %

Total: 16 out of 52 results are questionable, or more than 30%.
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Change Sheet

“The Permittee may submit a request for a time schedule order upon an exceedance of the effluent limitations for chronic toxicity in this Order.  In determining whether a time schedule order is appropriate, and the conditions and duration of such an order, the Regional Board or Executive Officer will consider the following factors among other relevant considerations: 

the facility's history of compliance with effluent limitations for chronic toxicity, including the magnitude and duration of any exceedances; 

history of and information acquired from past TIEs or TREs conducted for the facility; and 

the efforts of the Permittee to achieve compliance with effluent limitations for chronic toxicity.”























































































































































































































































































































































































































































You received a revised change sheet in your agenda packet.  The change sheet corrects some typographical errors in the Order and includes new language regarding a TSO for toxicity exceedances during the TIE/TRE testing.  
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Recommendation

Adopt the revised tentative permit with the changes for:



Item 15 – San Jose Creek WRP
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And now for the recommendation. Regional Board staff recommend that you adopt the revised permit with the current change sheet presented in the previous slide for Item 15 for San Jose Creek.



Questions?
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